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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A, Introduction

Supported by a grant from the New Hampshire Office of State Planning,
the Hampton Beach Area Chamber of Commerce has commissioned Arthur D.
Little, Imc. with the Kimball Chase Company Inc. to determine the
financial feasibility of a multi-level parking garage to serve the
main beach area at Hampton Beach., Four analyses were undertaken, each
of which are described in subsequent chapters of this document:

. Assessment of parking demand in Hampton Beach;

® Identification, screening and selection of alternative sites
for a parking garage;

° Cost assessments and conceptual design; and

. Financial feasibility assessment.
A working committee was established with representatives cof the
Hampton Beach Area Chamber and other state and local representatives.
This committee served as a valuable resource to this effort, and

provided many valuable comments and suggestions.

B. Findings

Based on recent trends in recreational activity and parking in Hampton
Beach, on recreational trends elsewhere along the coastline of New
Hampshire, Northeastern Massachusetts and Southern Maine, and antic-
ipated continued growth in population and economic activity in the
region, demand for parking at Hampton Beach will continue to grow at
an estimated rate of one to three percent annually. This growth is
expected to be constrained only by the physical constraints of the
beach, itself, other recreational facilities, parking facilities and
other support infrastructure. The net additional spaces provided by a
two-level parking garage represent only 10 to 15 percent, depending on
the design, of the total inventory of spaces in the Hampton Beach
Precinct (south of Boar's Head, and exclusive of the lot at the State
Park and miscellaneous spaces at motels and private hcomes). In light
of demand for parking, the utilization of the garage during summer
months is expected to be high,

Based on cost analyses for the preliminary designs of two altermative
parking garage developments, and an assessment of anticipated revenue
flow and potential finance; the two parking garages are financially
feasible under the following circumstances:

/A Arthur D. Little, Inc.
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Publicly Developed Garage at the Ashworth Lot - This lot ic
feasible if the Town of Hampton develops the garage by
establishing an enterprise fund for all parking at Hampton
Beach, This mechanism is allowed under New Hampshire state
law and has been utilized for development of a parking
garage in Keene. Through this mechanism, in the early years
of development when the garage would not be self-supporting,
the town would support the debt and operating costs through
increased daily parking fees ($5.00 per space on weekdays
and $7.00 on weekends at the garage, $3.00 per space on
weekdays, §$5.00 on weekends at all other Town lots),
combined with the allocation of a portion of net parking
revenues from the other Town parking lots to offset the
debt. If this "offset" approach were implemented, there
would be a net revenue surplus of $49,000 in year 1, rather
than the roughly $230,000 surplus in 1983. However the
surplus would increase annually and by year 7, surplus
revenues would return to the 1983 levels and by year 11, the
garage would be generating revenues, itself.

Private Development at the Casino Site - The private devel-
opment will be feasible at the Casino site if an incentive
equivalent to approximately $383,000 is provided to the
developer of the site and if parking rates at all lots are
raised to the "moderate" 1levels assumed. Without such an
equivalent incentive, the parking garage as a stand alone
investment 1is not viable under current interest rates. In
addition, the parking fees required to generate supporting
revenues will not capture a sufficient share of the "parking
market" if adjacent Town lots provide substantially cheaper
parking. A generally consistent rate structure throughout
Hampton Beach will be particularly important in the context
of weekday parking demand. If the Town doces generate
additional revenues through increased parking fees, these
could support an incentive program to a private or qua—
si-private development group for the garage, either in the
form of direct incentives or in the form of financing
assistance.

I-2
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IT. DEMAND FOR PARKING FACTILITIES IN HAMPTON BEACH

Hampton Beach is a recreational beach area on the southern end of New
Hampshire ccastline. Traditionally recognized as a family beach to
which visitors come for multiple night stays, Hampton Beach continues
to attract those wvisitors and has increasingly attracted day-time
visitors from rapidly growing Southern New Hampshire, the greater
Boston metropolitan area, and northeastern Massachusetts. The growth
in recreational demand has been reflected in an increased demand for
parking, particularly in the central business district of the beach by
day—~-time visitors.

To assess the demand for parking, three steps were undertaken:

° Existing parking facilities were profiled;
. Recent trends in parking demand were evaluated; and
o Estimates of anticipated parking demand were determined.

Each of these is discussed below.

A. Profile of Existing Parking Facilities

/A Arthur D. Little, Inc.

For this assessment, parking facilities located within the Precinct
area of Hampton Beach were profiled, with a particular focus on the
area within the north-south boundaries of Boar's Head and N Street, as
shown in Figure 1. This study area is adjacent to the main beach
area, which accommodates the majority of recreational activity.

Within this area, there are 12 principal parking areas, as summarized
in Table 1:

. Town Lots: 3 lots operated by the Town of Hampton provide
some 1,100 spaces available daily and include:

- Ashworth Lot on Ashworth Avenue behind the Hampton
Beach Casino; :

- Island Path Lot, at the end of Island Path, with an
additional "extension" of this lot adjacent to the
marshes;

- Church Street Lot, the fenced-in parking lot which is
owned by St. Patrick's Church and is leased to the Town
of Hampton, with an "extension" of this outside of the
fenced area,

Some 140 spaces are leased by the Town on a seasonal basis.
to motels in the area. Since these leases are renewed
annually, their future status is uncertain, although it is
anticipated that roughly the same number of spaces will
continued to be designated for lease. The future availabil-
ity of spaces is uncertain at the Island Path Extension (due

II-1
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to the environmental sensitivity of the marsh, the Hampton
Conservation Commission has recommended that this area be
maintained in its natural condition) and at the Church
Street Lot and extension (the lease by the Church to the
Town is in effect for four years, after which it may or may
not be renewed). Parking rates at the Town lots were $2.00
per day mid-week and $3.00 per day on weekends through 1983.
In 1984 these rates were increased to $3.00 and $4.00,
respectively,

. State Lots: The parking areas owned and operated by the New
Hampshire Department of Resources and Economic Development
are located on Ocean Boulevard and provide some 1,100
parking spaces for daily use. Some 349 additional spaces at
the state lots are leased seasonally to motels and merchants
in the beach area. The state lots are metered and are
typically used for more of the shorter term parking than are
the municipal lots. The areas designated as the '"central
parking area", "K Street to Seashell", "Seashell to Memori-
al" and ‘"Memorial-Ross~Church" are the most heavily
utilized. ©Parking rates through 1983 were $0.25 per hour
and have been increased to $0.25 per 24 minutes in 1984,

° Private Lots: The principal private lot is operated by the
Casino and is located between the Casino building and
Ashworth Avenue. In 1984, this 1lot provides 380 spaces.
Prior to 1984, the Casino Lot Extension, with 150 spaces,
was available for parking, however this has been developed
into a water slide. The Casino Lot charges $4.00 per day
mid-week and $5.00 per day on weekends for parking. The
only other private parking is a limited number of individual
spaces located at motels and private residences, available
only on an irregular basis on peak weekends.

B. Parking Demand Trends in Hampton Beach

Three types of information were examined to determine past trends in
parking demand in Hampton Beach: parking revenue data; parking lot
attendance data; and population growth data. Because parking rates at
the Town and State lots did not change between 1980 and 1983, parking
revenue data were examined as an indicator of parking demand during
those four years, as shown in Table 2. The most centrally located
State lots, because of their tendency to be nearly fully utilized,
experienced slower annually growth than the more remote state lots or
the Town lots, located a two~ to four-block walking distance from the
beach. Overall the Town lots experienced the strongest growth, as
illustrated by the average annual increase in revenues of 17.5 per-
cent. [NOTE: This trend in Town revenues excludes those associated
with the Church Street Lot which was not operated as a Town Lot until
1983.] This high growth reflects a dramatic increase between 1982,
which was a notably “bad weather" season, and 1983, which was a

11-4
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TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF PARKING REVENUE TRENDS,

1980 THROUGH 1983

Ann.
A A A%
Revenues § 1980 % 1981 % 1982 % 1983 80-3
Municipal Lots . "
(Ashworth & Island Path) 129,289 13,9 147,208 7.9 158,825 32.2 210,021 17.5
State Lots Total 156,112 13.6 177,351 -9.3 160,912 17.3 188,679 6.5
Haverill-K Street 7,020 15.0 8,073 . -7.4 7,477 12.9 8,448
K Street-Seashell 13,541 23.7 16,750 -7.5 15,500 3.4 16,027
Sea Shell-Building 332 -42.2 192 -26.6 141 4.2 147
Seashell-Memorial 23,604 +17.9 .27,829 -7.0 25,869 9.6 28,353
Memorial-Ross=-Church 18,606 19.4 22,222 -12,7 19,390 6.6 20,666
Church-Rocky Bend 26,547 7.9 28,657 -13.2 24,884 26,3 31,419
Rocky Bend-Coast Guard 23,099 9.8 25,359 0.3 25,437 46,4 37,239
Central Parking Area 43,373 11.3 48,269 -12,5 42,214 9.9 46,380

#*
ADJUSTED--ACTUAL TOTAL $243,274; CHURCH STREET, CHURCH STREET
EXTENSION, [SLAND PATH EXTENSION EXCLUDED,

I1-5
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remarkably "good weather" season. However, despite the "bad weather"
in 1982, Town lot revenues continued to increase. If Town revenues
are adjusted for the 1983 banner year, annual growth in parking
revenues at the Town lots might, instead, be In the range of 10 to 15
percent annually. State parking lot revenues increased by an average
of 6 percent annually, with most of the growth occurring at the remote
lots.

The Town of Hampton kept records on the number of cars parked, daily,
in each lot in 1983, and these are summarized in Table 3. In addi-
tion, daily parking trends of state lots in 1983 were estimated based
upon data on five- to seven-day meter collections and estimated rates
of turnover. Because these are only rough estimates, they are intend-
ed for purposes of comparison with Town lots, rather than precise

_ estimates of capacity utilization. As shown in Table 3, the "offi-

cial” parking season at Hampton Beach begins in mid-May and runs
through mid-September. Beyond the "official" season, state and town
lots are unattended and no revenues are collected. The trends in
daily parking indicate that the season is comprised of two elements: a
"shoulder" season through the end of June and after Labor Day weekend;
and a "peak" season which includes July, August and through Labor Day.

Lot attendance also varies considerably by mid-week days and weekends.
As shown in Table 3, the Ashworth Lot (noted as MUl) is the most
heavily utilized of the three municipal lots. The main portions of
the Island Path and Church Street lots are only utilized on weekends
until mid-June; during the "peak'" season these are fully utilized only
on weekends. The extension lots are utilized principally on weekends
during the peak season although the Church Street Extension is about
half full on many weekends in July and August and buses park at the
Island Path Extension throughout the peak season.

Neither the State nor the Town have precise data on attendance of
recreational activities in Hampton Beach however, numerocus statewide
and local representatives report that growth has been occurring at a
rate as fast or faster than population; parking data provide our
indicator of this. Growth in beach and related tourist activity, and
as a result parking demand, has been occurring due to steady popu~
lation growth in Southern New Hampshire, fueled by a strong economy
particularly in technology-related sectors. Regional growth continued
with an increase in the number of day visitors to Hampton Beach from
Boston and Eastern Massachusetts a natural trend towards increased
participation in recreational activity, nationally, have resulted in
accelerating growth in summertime activities in Hampton Beach.

One final factor considered in the evaluation of trends in parking
demand and general recreational activity was the trends elsewhere
along the coastline. Other beach areas examined included Cranes
Beach, Plum Island and Salisbury Beach in Massachusetts, Rye in New
Hampshire, and Ogonquit and Kittery in Maine. Although these beaches
each have unique characters and are not directly comparable to Hampton

1I-6

A\ Arthur D. Little, Inc.



|
i
1
i
|
|
i
|
i
|
I
.
|
i
1
|
|
|
I

TABLE 3
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CARS BY LOT AND BY DATE
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Beach, all have undergone a similar growth in recreational activity,
as summarized in Table 4. Attendances at these beaches has been
steadily increasing. Despite parking rate increases at Ogonquit, and
annual increases of $0.50 at Crane's Beach (present rate is $7.00 per
day), demand has not been dampened.

C. Anticipated Parking Trends

If growth could continue unconstrained by the capacity of the beach,
other recreational facilities, parking and other supporting
infrastructure, recent growth trends might continue as shown in Figure
2. 1If the parking demand at Town lots continued to grow at an average
rate of 10 percent annually, consistent with the early 1980s, total
revenues (1983 parking rates) would be equivalent to $409,000 (without
Church Street) per year or roughly 150,000 to 160,000 cars, compared
to roughly 95,000 cars in 1583. With Church Street, the total 1983
demand was around 110,000 cars and total 1990 revenues would be around
$473,000 with 182,000 cars. 1If state parking demand increased at 5
percent annually, a rate consistent with recent trends (dampened
slightly due to the fact that the number of spaces are limited at the
most centrally located, more desirable locations), annual revenues
would be equivalent to $266,000 per vyear (1983 parking rates) or
roughly 140,000 cars, compared to roughly 97,000 cars in 1983,

The capacity of parking and other Hampton Beach recreational facil-
ities is 1limited, however, and unconstrained growth will not be
accommodated unless these are expanded. More realistic growth in
parking demands will likely be consistent with anticipated growth in
the population of the Southern New Hampshire region, which has been
projected at three percent annually by the Office of State Planning
and one percent by other regional forecasts. If these growth rates
prevail, then future demand would average around 120,000 to 125,000
cars per year at the Town lots (including Church Street) and around
100,000 to 110,000 cars per year at the state lots. Based on the
limited capacity of parking lots and other facilities, it is assumed
that most of this growth will occur during the weekdays.

I1-12

/A Arthur D. Little, Inc.



Jjuapusiutaadng

#6EH-95¢
Lo miog 1oBYdTH

M f31nduobp
86T Xog Od

[TL6-9%9/L0T
uolinoy peag

T8%7%7-19%
Juapusiuraadng
‘uos(ie) 12339

£6L9-59Y
w&2127 a38eury 1SSy,

EECETGER)

Burnaed

woa3 spaas

—oad £q 3uamfed

ajedrsriue ‘puoq
000°56$ /1 papung
€301 adeds poz e
8p1q L13u8110)

arqET[EAR
Suyduey

SITIPTIN

uoTIenrvsay

AITIPTIM SSOTI pue %007

S3UUOY

§9%e] 3O NAYT
ey yoyasdy jo
uso03 031 §5013
30 %6, sasuadxas

006797 :(€9,) §ied 12301

aafieaIsputape 9 009°z 00€‘T
%00T-GL  %SGL-0S 8punoal ‘yoeog -000‘T -00¢
pungy
(A11€B2117T umol reasusd
payaed 03 Japulewar s101]
MOTIADAO0) “sasuadxa 81071 PaILTI
%STT-00T  %001-0S 12e9q-000°00T$ 000°6n,  DPRITIZ 00D'S»> -3Iey
*3dag »3e1S
0] Japureaay
‘pung @3elg ST0°006°T:(£],) SieED [¥I07
1213039 01 (2B =-cesmmmcmccesmmm——meeee e
ug dag 21235 118 000°0€ 000°ZT 000°ST 000°L
%00T-SL %0§  WOX3) UOTITTW §§ -000°0Z -000°9 -0T -000°¢
€L2°683(£8y) 51€2 1E303
%00T %00T V/N 0001 00%> 005>  00Z>
adg 03 weg
woly §5900E 000°‘€
%001 V/N -00$°C 000°T 000°Tn,  0D%-¢
FRESEETY Lepyasm spung 30 °8Q 21dodg 538 518094 s1e)
PoTT14 30T puSHION Kepoan
3o ¥3ejuadrvg %(12QES3U8S-D W 03 KeW-DIR)

25uepUaIIV

ONINYVA (NY ALIALLIOY TYNOILVAYOEd 'IVISVOD d0d

7 q79V1

‘@duepusile uy
F3TP a1qeasTion on

(086T 32UTS) 183L/305

$993 11€ @seaxdul

J07 uleut g§ “sior

zo1tews ¢§ ‘pouretdwos

atdoad wmoy “sjop
118 #$ €032 Saf Ga,

"x89K STUI S23e1 Moy

£322332 Jutiser ou ‘z¢
woay o3e sak ¢ pasiey

V/N

¥/N

(8393339) sa%usp

89 IUIIIY

(INVRAA

-l O O AU O AR O W W B9 8 an oE M

‘pad/1s
snq/Hes
10300/05° €5
1ed/.$ puy

foryaed (174 21I8€3-D
K1uo Fupyaed 1932738 €101 UMOI-T,
ajpatad-g
Ppoaalam.u1al} JA0YS-§
19M0T-1

ureu-y

tpuadag

1syjeam Juadep FuTuNSSyy

B19K>  I0SH (31302duouny
-10300/06°28 200T°‘1 UOT3eA19S9Y 9YD
182/6$ Aeq WOOE‘T Jo sadasnay aur1y
4001
$00T
007
16LT
Lep/gs WoOw HMOT, 11nbuolp
teuoseds gz4 18 [ejusmuortAny
£118P €§  +000°Y 3o adag s3e3s  Kinqsiies
18K 1eIUBMIONT ALY
[} 0s 3o 3daqg 2303 puetsy wnig
FVTALIS 2ITIPTIM
0 0S¢ ? USTY 1,3eN pueis] umig
EXr sooeds Xy uny CER AN EEES
jo 1aquny
o
=
—
z
=
]
[a)
ot
=
=
c
<
(I . o

I1-13



0661

<861
L L [ i

(1) 0T ¥

—
o

e

(%€) 85T Y\\\ﬂ\\\\
(2S) 9974 I

(%01) 60% ¢

-—

—le

sj07 [edIOTUNy

s707 238318

N\

51071 273els

-—

sj107]
TedIoTUny

ce6t

HOV3d NOLJWVH NI

— 0861

SONdAL ONIASGY

¢ daNdl1a .

ANN3IAGY 40 SYVTI04 0CO0L

I1-14



III. ALTERNATIVE SITES FOR A PARKING GARAGE

Initially, four sites were “seriously considered as alternative lo-
cations for development of a multi-level parking garage. These sites
were of sufficient size to accommodate a multi-level garage and
included:

Ashworth Town Lot;

Island Path Town Lot and Extension;
Church Street Town Lot and Extension; and
Casino Lot.

Working closely with the Parking Garage Advisory Committee, these
sites were screened for their suitability as sites for a parking
garage. Four factors were weighted heavily in the evaluation process
(these are not necessarily ranked in order of priority):

° Cost of the Land and Construction - Certain sites not noted
above were eliminated from - consideration at the outset
because the site was already occupied and would require
demolition or were highly developable resulting in high
purchase or lease costs. In a beach community with Hampton
soil characteristics, a key cost factor associated with a
parking garage is the foundation: the Island Path lot and
extension were rated unfavorably on the basis of this
factor.

. Accessibility to Hampton Beach - This factor was determined
to be key for two related reasons. First, if higher parking
rates are charged to support the cost of a garage, then its
location must be convenient and central so that the market
will bear those rates. Second, parking lot utilization data
shows that central-most lots bear considerably more uti-
lization than more remote lots, particularly on weekdays.
High utilization will be essential if the garage is become
self supporting. The Island Path and Church Street lots
were judged unfavorably in light of this factor.

. Environmental Sensitivity - Hampton Beach is located on a
natural barrier with wetlands to its north and west and
coastal beaches to its east. Hampton Beach's greatest asset
is its natural environment, and development of a parking
garage must be developed on a site without significant
adverse environmental impacts. The Hampton Conservation
Commission has indicated that the Island Path Extension may
be vulnerable to adverse environmental impacts if it is used
for parking.

I1I-1
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[ Pedestrian Safety - As a tourist area with a particular
emphasis on family visitors, safety 1is a key concern.
Although none of the sites, themselves, were considered at a
disadvantage in this regard, the parking garage design must
reflect this important factor.

Other factors considered included the impact on traffic congestion in
the Hampton Beach Precinct and the potential for enhancement of
economic activity. Traffic congestion impacts were considered in
designing access to the facility, as discussed in more detail in
Chapter IV. As a stand-alone parking garage, none. of the sites are
likely to provide a particularly significant long-term benefit to the
local economy. However, if the garage i1s developed as a multi-use
facility, with retail establishments or other uses, then a more
central location such as the Casino site or Ashworth Avenue Town Lot
will offer considerable advantage.

Based on examination of these factors, two sites were selected for
more detailed design, cost, and financial feasibility analysis:

° Ashworth Avenue Town Lot - This lot, owned and operated by
the Town, is the largest single site in the central Precinct
area which could be developed publicly. It has been the
most heavily utilized of the three Town Lots, and, based on
preliminary analysis, rests on acceptable soils.

. Casino Lot - This lot is the largest, single privately owned
site in the central Precinct area. It also has been heavily
utilized and, based on preliminary analysis, rests on
acceptable soils.

Both sites were chosen for further analysis because of their respec-
tive ownership status. Depending on the financing mechanisms and
costs available, it will be important to consider optlons for either a
privately or publicly developed garage.

I11-2
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Iv. COST ANALYSIS AND CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

INTRODUCTION

The two sites selected for final evaluation are the so-called munici-
pal Ashworth parking lot near the fire station, and the privately
owned parking lot directly to the rear of the Casino. The study area
and site locations are shown in Figure 1.

A, Ashworth Parking Lot (Municipal)

This municipally owned and operated lot presently has a capacity of
580+ vehicles, the figure of which has been used for estimating
purEoses throughout this study. The parking spaces, which occupy the
entire lot area to the maximum limit of the property, are controlled
by the marsh area to the west; Brown and Ashworth Avenues to the north
and east; and private developed property to the south; and involve
approximately 3.5 acres. In developing the preliminary plans for the
two-story parking garage, existing information on the physical charac-
teristics of the site was utilized.

1. Site Characteristics

Apart from the topography and layout of the land area itself, basic
information necessary to the evaluation was obtained from existing
Town and Beach Precinct records., The most important factor to evalu~
ate was the nature of the existing parking lot structure and support-
ing soils. In the interest of economy, subsurface exploration records
obtained by the Town of Hampton in the recent reconstruction of the
municipal sewer system were utilized.

It was found that virtually the entire parking area was constructed of
a layer of generally frost-free material (gravel and sand) over layers
of mixed fill and organic material, all overlying layers of loose, wet
sand and organic peat, To support a garage structure of one or more
stories, together with the live loading imposed by parked vehicles, it
appears that special type foundation construction will be necessary,
probably a complete pile structure. In developing the cost estimates,
allowance has therefore been made for foundation construction that
will not only support a single level parking garage but will allow for
the construction of additional stories if this becomes desirable in a
long range plan.

2, Parking Garage Characteristics

A schematic layout plan is included as Figures 3 and 4 showing the
parking arrangement, together with entrances and exits, for two
completely constructed floors. In addition, necessary vehicular
ramps, elevators and walkways for the handicapped have been provided
at convenient locations as well as required sanitary facilities. The
950 parking spaces provided on the two floors, while showing an

Iv-1
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increase of 364 spaces over that existing, show a reduction in useable
parking not equal to double the existing parking spaces, attributable
to the above noted services. A summary of the estimated costs for the
two-floored parking garage are summarized in Table 5.

To minimize the initial construction costs, consideration has been
given to the ‘elimination of the first floor concrete construction and
the utilization of as much of the bituminous pavement as is possible
with a new overlay for leveling purposes and a temporary parking
surface., The net reduction in cost is shown in Table 5 as an alter-
nate for site #1.

3. Access and Circulatibn Plan

a. Ground Floor Access and Exit

While there may be future changes in the overall beach traffic circu-
lation pattern, we have based our initial plans for entering and
exiting (on the first floor of the parking garage) on the present
beach traffic pattern; i.e., Brown Avenue two-way traffic and Ashworth
Avenue one-way traffic during the summer. The planned entrance off
Brown Avenue 1s generally located to permit as many right-hand turns
as is possible without crossing traffic in the opposite direction. It
is also sited to optimize efficient first-come, first-serve parking.
An automatic barrier type device is shown with the cash collection
window located for easy service.

b. Parking Circulation Plan

Both first and second floors are planned for optimum control of
occupied areas to divert entering traffic to available spaces without
any reversal of traffic movements. A carefully planned signing will
permit segregation of parking, consistent with length of planned stays
at the beach, with the resulting improved efficiency of operation and
business management. :

B. Casino Parking Lot (Private)

This privately owned and operated lot presently has the capacity of
380 vehicles, a figure which has been utilized for comparative pur-
poses during the course of the study. The developed parking spaces
cover all of the lot area to the maximum and is controlled by Ashworth
Avenue to the west; D Street to the north; the "Casino proper" to the
east; and F Street and developed property to the south. Town informa-
tion, in addition to plans of the lot and other data available from
the owner of the Casino property, was utilized in developing the
schematic plan and traffic pattern for entrance and exit.

V-4
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1. Site Characteristics

Based on information from the owner of an adjacent development, it
would appear that, again, the parking area was constructed of
frost-free material over sand and peat (natural deposits) cf greatest
depth along Ashworth Avenue, gradually improving towards the Casinc
itself. With the concentrated heavier loading of the garage structure
of one or more stories, it would appear that special type foundations
will be required, quite possibly piling, to give the required bearing
capacity. Allowance has been made in our estimates for foundation
construction that will support omne or more stories above the ground
level,

2. Parking Garage Characteristics

A schematic plan of the maximum sized parking arrangement has been
included as Figures 5 and 6 two completely constructed parking floors.

In addition to the vehicular ramps and elevators, we have provided
walkways and sanitary facilities, at convenient locations for the
handicapped, as well as access to the waterfront and shopping activ-
ities. The parking spaces through careful layout on the two floors
provide for a total of 610 spaces; an increase of 230 spaces over that
which now exists. As in the case of the municipal parking Ilot,
estimates have been provided both for a complete two-floor garage and
an alternative two~floor facility (minus the concrete first-floor, and
utilizing asphalt pavement in lieu thereof). A summary of the es-
timated cost for each alternate is shown in Table 6.

To minimize the initial construction costs, consideration has been
given to the elimination of the first floor concrete construction and
the utilization of as much as the bituminous pavement as is possible
with a new overlay for 1leveling purposes and a temporary parking
surface. The net reduction in cost is shown in Table 6 as an alter-
nate for site #2.

3. Access and Circulation

a. Ground Floor Access and Exit

The present access to the parking lot, as well as to the exit, is from
D Street which is one-way towards the Boulevard. This arrangement,
which appears quite workable, has been incorporated intc the lower or
ground-floor level of the parking garage. 1In this instance, all
traffic makes only right-hand turns with no cross traffic movements.
The location of the entrance and the exit have been selected to
optimize the right-hand turning movements. Automatic barrier-type
control is shown with cash collection provided. Final design will
permit off-street stopping locations.

IV-5
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TABLE 5

COST ESTIMATES: ASHWORTH AVENUE LOT

Site #1 - Ashworth Avenue Parking Lot (Municipal)

Number of Spaces: 950

@ $6,000/space x 950 (includes special funds) $ 5,700,000
Architect/Engineering Fees (6%) 342,000
Contingencies (5%) 285,000
Total Project Cost: $ 6,327,000
Rounded: $ 6,400,000
Cost Per Space: $ 6,740

Revised Ashworth Avenue Parking Lot
Estimate with Asphalt First Floor (Municipal)

Assumed re?oval of structural slab from original estimate,
151,000 ft~, First Floor area.

Assume slab 8" thick.
= 3,750 CY @ $200 = $750,000

Add in cost of 1" Bituminous overlay (960 tons @ $34.00/Ton)
= $32,000

Net Savings: $750,000 - 32,600 - $717,000

Original Estimate: $ 5,700,000
Less Above: » 717,000
$5,250/Space: $ 4,983,000
Architect/Engineering (67) 299,000
Contingencies (5%) 264,100
Total Project Cost: $ 5,546,100
Cost per Space: $ 5,840
IV-6
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TABLE 6

COST ESTIMATES: CASINO LOT

Site #2 - Casino Parking Lot (Private)

Number of Spaces: 610

@ $6,000/space x 610 (includes special funds) $ 3,660,000
Architect/Engineering Fees (63%) 219,600
Contingencies (5%) 183,000
Total Project Cost: $ 4,062,600
Rounded: $ 4,100,000
Cost Per Space: $ 6,720

Revised Casino Parking Lot Estimate
with Existing Asphalt First Floor (Private)

Assumed regoval of structural slab from original estimate,
105,000 ft~, First Floor area.

Assume slab 8" thick.
= 2,600 CY @ 200 = $520,000

Add in cost of 1" Bituminous overlay (665 tons @ $34.00/Ton)
= $22,610

Net Savings: $520,000 - $22,610 = $497,390

Original Estimate: $ 3,660,000

Less Above: 497,390
$ 3,162,610
Architect/Engineering (67) 189,757
Contingencies (57%) 158,130
Total Project Cost: $ 3,510,497
Cost per Space: $ 5,755
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b. Parking/Circulation Plan

The circulation pattern for both floors has been designed for continu-
ous one-direction traffic movements and optimum control of all areas
for most efficient parking arrangements. The ultimate signed plan
will provide for segregation of parking hours as well as direct access
both to public streets and the casino facility at lower and upper
levels.

c. Summary of Costs and Designs

Based on this .analysis of a parking garage for Hampton Beach, this
represents a practical approach to the final design for two alterna-
tive parking garage developments. The schematic plans and cost
estimates form the basis for projects that can be constructed which
will provide the number of spaces estimated within the cost projected.

IV-10
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V. ASSESSMENT OF CAPACITY UTILIZATION CF PARKING GARAGE
AND ANTICIPATED PARKING REVENUES

-

Based on the anticipated demand and garage designs, the anticipated
capacity utilization of the garage and other lots and associated
revenues were evaluated. This chapter summarizes underlying as-
sumptions and determines estimates of capacity utilization and reve-
nues.

A. General Assumptions

First, it was assumed that the status quo will be maintained regarding
current seasonal parking space leases by the Town of Hampton (146
spaces) and the State (349 spaces), and associated seasonal rates.
Under the public development scenario in which the present Ashworth
Lot is the site of the two-level garage, it was assumed that the
seasonal spaces previously at Ashworth would be accommodated at the
Church Street Lot Extension.

It was assumed that the Island Path Extension will continue to be
utilized only on a marginal basis for buses and a limited number of
cars only on peak summer weekends. Because of the environmental
sensitivity of this site, it was believed to be unlikely that it would
be developed for use with significant surface parking or as a garage.

It was assumed that the status quo will be maintained regarding the
availability of parking at the Church Street Lot (300 spaces), Church
Street Extension (100 spaces, including seasonal spaces) and Casino,
if a garage 1is not developed there (380 spaces, without garage). If
the status of this parking changes, that is, if a significant number
of spaces is removed from the Hampton Beach inventory then the capaci-
ty utilization at the remaining lots will increase substantially.

For development of the parking garage, two alternative 1levels of
parking rates were assumed: )

. a "low" rate structure of $3.00 per day on weekdays and
$4.00 per day on weekends at all lots, reflecting the rate
levels for the summer of 1984;

® a "moderate" rate structure of $5.00 per day on weekdays and
$7.00 on weekends at the parking garage and $3.00 per day
weekdays and $5.00 per day on weekends at all other munici-
pal lots.,

B. Capacity Utilization

Based upon recent trends and estimated future demand for parking, the
anticipated capacity utilization was estimated for a parking garage
(under both private and public development scenarios) and for other
municipal lots. In 1983, the Ashworth Lot consistently was utilized

/A Arthur D. Little, Inc.
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near or in excess of full capacity on weekdays, as shown in Figure 7,
while other Town lots were utilized at 75 to 100 percent in July and
50 to 75 percent in Auvgust (utilization in excess of 100 percent
indicates turnover in parked cars). As shown in Figure 8, the
Ashworth Lot was consistently used at near 200 percent of capacity on
July weekends and about 175 percent on August weekends. Other lots
were used at or slightly above full capacity. Based on these trends,
which were adjusted for the effect of better than average weather in
1983, capacity utilization estimates were determined for the garage
and other lots under the public and private development alternatives
and under two rate scenarios, a ''moderate" and a "low". These capaci-
ty utilization estimates ar summarized in Table 7.

Estimates of capacity utilization at the various 1lots reflect the
significant variation in utilization between weekends and weekdays,
and during the peak versus shoulder seasons. They also reflect the
effect of the price elasticity of demand for parking in respomnse to
price, i.e., that where parking at a lower fee is available adjacent
to the garage, under the moderate rate scemario, then the lower price
parking will capture more of the demand.

C. Parking Revenue

Based upon the estimates of future demand, parking revenues were
determined under each of the four garage development scenarios, as
summarized in Table 8: public garage with low and moderate parking
rates; and private garage with low and moderate parking rates. These
revenue estimates distinguish between the base revenues derived from
the first floor of the garage (i.e., revenues which would be collected
from the first floor without the garage, 1984 parking fees), garage
revenues, and other revenues.

/A Arthur D. Little, Inc.
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VI. FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Based upon the anticipated demand for parking facilities in Hampton
Beach (as discussed in chapter II), cost estimates of two alternative
parking garage designs, at the Ashworth lot and behind the Casino (as
discussed in chapter IV), the financial assessment evaluates the
feasibility of a publically and privately financed parking garage.

A variety of potential mechanisms to finance both construction and
operations and maintained were considered and are summarized in Table
9. Based on this review it was ccncluded that general obligation bond
financing in combination with a municipal enterprise fund established
to pool all parking revenues would be the least cost viable public
financing altermative (see Section VI.A). TFinancing alternatives
dependent on receipt of grant money from federal and state agencies
were found to be not viable either for political or legal reasons. As
discussed below in Section VI.B, the private financing alternative was
also evaluated. This was done to determine the potential for attract-
ing private investment. '

A detailed discussion concerning the assumptions on financing mecha-
nisms and other factors used to determine the financial feasibility of

the parking garage is presented below.

A, Public Finance Options

1. Introduction

Tables 10 and 11 summarize assumptions used in projecting parking
garage cash flows assuming the Ashworth garage is publically financed.
Tables 10 and 11 also show base revenues attributable to all other
municipal parking lot revenue collections., Estimates of non-garage
related municipal parking revenue collections are made to determine
whether these revenues would be sufficient to offset parking garage
deficits. Tables 10 and 11 also itemize assumptions concerning
capital costs, O&M costs, net cash flow assuming "moderate" and "low"

rates. Revenue projections as well as costs and cash flow projections
are discussed below.

2. Rates and Revenues (Moderate Rate Scenario)

Table 10 shows cash flow projections given "moderate" rates equivalent
to:

$5.00/space at the garage on weekdays;

$3.00/space at all other lots on weekdays;
$7.00/space at the garage on weekends; and
$5.00/space at all other lots on weekends.

A\ Arthur D. Little, Inc.
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Revenues directly attributable to the parking garage are shown in
Column 1. These estimated revenues include revenues from the second
level of the Ashworth garage as well as increases in revenues collect-
ed from the first floor of Ashworth due to rate increase resulting
from garage construction. These revenues are assumed to increase with
the rate of inflation -- assumed to be 6.5 percent per year over 30
years.

Base weekday revenues from all non-garage related parking lots are
shown in Column 7. These revenues are assumed to increase for the
next ten years due to a 3 percent annual growth in weekday parking
attendance and due to a 6.5 percent general inflation rate. After ten
years it is assumed that available weekday capacity would be fully
utilized. At that time, it is projected that base parking revenues
will continue to increase at the general rate of inflation. All other
base revenues are shown in Column 8, and these include:

) Weekday and weekend revenues which would have been collected
at the Ashworth lot in absence of garage comstruction; and

° All weekend revenues at all other municipal lots (excluding
the Ashworth lot).

3. Capital Costs

Table 10 summarizes estimates of:

o Capital costs; and
. Interest rates associated with a municipal bond.

As shown in Table 10 the capital cost for the Ashworth garage (with an
asphalt first floor) is estimated to be $5.5 million. This would
provide sufficient funds for 475 additional spaces on the second level
of the Ashworth garage. Interest rates on a 30-year genersl
obligation bond are assumed to be 10.5 percent. This is below current
rates which, at present, exceed 11 percemt. The 10.5 percent rate
represents what is assumed to be a long term average rate. This rate
is based on the assumption that long run inflation is likely to be 6.5
percent and that the spread between tax exempt bond rates and expected
inflation rates will be between 3 percent and 5 percent. This spread
is lower than the 5.2 percent spread which existed between 1981 and

1983 - but higher than the 1.4 percent spread which existed between
1960 and 1970.

Based on a 10.5 percent interest rate and a bond with a 30 year life,
principal and interest payments required to fimance a $5.5 million
garage are shown in Columns 3 and 4 of Table 10.
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4, Operations and Maintenance Costs

Annual incremental O&M costs of $13,000 associated with the garage are
shown in Column 5. These are based upon the assumption that the
garage includes staffing in late Spring, Summer, and early Fall,
utilities, janitorial service, and other minimal maintenance expenses.

5. Net Cash Flow (Mcderate Rate Scenario)

Column 6 illustrates the net cash flow attributable to garage con~
struction. As shown in Column 6, the initial year cash flow is
$-271,000 in year 1. This deficit declines to $-9,890 in year 10. 1In
year eleven the garage would, given assumptions discussed above, have
a positive cash flow.

As previously discussed, net base revenues of approximately $320,000
shown in Column 10 (these revenue projections include revenues shown
in Columns 7 and 8 less O&M costs shown in Column 9 associated with
operating current municipal lots) are sufficient to cover the year 1
deficit of $271,000. 1In fact as shown in Column 1, there would be a
net municipal parking revenue surplus of approximately $49,000 in year
1.

6. Net Cash Flow (Low Rate Scenario)

Table 11 shows cash flow projections assuming current rates of
$3.00/space on weekdays and $4.00/space on weekends are maintained.
With the exception of change in parking rates, all financial as-
sumptions are the same.

As shown in Column 6 of Table 11 the parking garage deficit would in
the first year equal approximately $438,000. This deficit is project-
ed to decline to approximately -$31,400 in the twentieth year. 1In the
21st year the garage would generate a small surplus.

Table 11 also shows that base revenues from other parking lots would
in the first year would not be great enough to offset the parking
garage deficit. In fact approximately $161,000 in municipal revenues
would be required to offset losses from all parking activities.

As shown in Column 11, by year 6, there would be sufficient parking
revenues to meet total capital and O0&M costs associated with the
parking garage and other municipal parking lots.

B. Private Finance Options

1. Introduction

The following discussed revenue projections assuming "moderate" and
"low" rates collected at a privately financed garage located behind
the casino. Also discussed are capital cost assumptions, tax deduct-
ible expenses, taxable and after tax income, after tax cash flow, and
the present value of the after tax cash flow.
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2. Rates on Revenues (Moderate Rate Scenario)

Parking rates under the private finance option moderate rate scenario
are assumed to be the same as under the public finance option Moderate
Rate Scenario. Revenue projections shown in Table 12, Column 3
illustrate parking revenues attributable to building a parking garage
behind the casino. As with the publically financed option, revenues
are assumed to increase with inflation--projected to be 6.5 percent
for the next 30 years.

3. Capital Costs

Capital costs for a 610 space garage or 305 additional spaces on a
second floor at the casino lot are estimated to be $3.92 million.

Table 12 shows that these costs are assumed to be financed with 20
percent equity and 80 percent debt. The cost of debt is assumed to be
13.5 percent. This rate is consistent with projections of long term
fixed rate mortgages for real estate development. (These projections
were made prior to the current surge in interest rates however repre-
sent a reasonable expectation of long term interest rates.) Annual
interest and principal payments are shown in Columns 5 and 6 of Table
12.

In the private finance option it is assumed that private investors
require an after-tax discount rate of 13.5 percent. This rate re-
flects a rate of return on equity which a private investor would
require--given the level of risk of a parking garage investment
relative to a low risk tax exempt bond assumed to yield 10.5 percent
(after tax). The 3 percentage points difference between a relatively
risk free investment in a high grade municipal bond and the required
return on equity invested in a parking garage is meant to reflect the
premium an investor would expect if he were to give up potential
returns in other investments with similar levels of risk. [NOTE:
Estimation of precise risk premiums required to attract private
investment is difficult due to lack of data on returns on equity
invested in parking garages. Given the past steady growth in apparent
parking demand in Hampton Beach it is assumed that the risk premium
(rate of return above the risk free rate of return) would be relative-
ly low (i.e., less than 5 percent).]

4. Tax Deductible Expenses

Table 12 lists tax deductible expenses which include:
° Interest, shown in Colummn 5
° Depreciation, shown in Column 7. These rates assume that
100 percent of the property could be depreciated over 15

years. (Current tax law changes may extend the number of
years to 20. Thus the depreciation rates shown in Table 12
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may overstate tax deductible expenses in early years. This .
tends to make the present value of the after tax cash flow
discussed below, greater than it would be under current tax
depreciation rules).

. Property taxes, shown in Column 8.

. Annual O&M, shown in Column 9. It is assumed that the
incremental O&M costs for the private garage would be the
same as for the public garage even though there would be
fewer spaces. This is concluded because most O&M costs are
assumed to be fixed--i.,e., would vary little with the scale
of the project. These expenses are used to compute taxable
income.

5. Taxable Income

Taxable income shown in Column 10 is calculated by subtracting tax
deductible expenses (Columns 5,7,8, and 9) from revenues (Column 3).

6. After Tax Income

After tax income is estimated assuming the investor is in the 50
percent tax bracket., Therefore, 50 percent of taxable income would
equal after tax income shown in Column 11,

7. After Tax Cash Flow

After tax cash flow to the investor is estimated by taking the after
tax income and adding back non-cash tax deductions (depreciation) and
by subtracting actual cash payments (principal repayment shown in
Column 6) not used in calculating after tax income.

8. Present Value of After Tax Cash Flow (Moderate Rate Scenario)

To determine the current value of a parking garage investment, after
tax cash flows were discounted at the after tax cost of capital. This
cost (assumed to be 13.5 percent) is meant to represent foregone
percentage return on equity invested in the next best alternative
investment with a similar level of risk.

The present value calculation shown in Column 14 is meant to show the
current value of the investment. By subtracting the initial equity
investment shown in Column 1, the net value of the project to a
private investor can be estimated. As shown in Column 15, the net
present value of the investment is approximately $~383,000. This
implies that a private investor would need to receive a grant worth
approximately $-383,000 in order for him to agree to invest in a
parking garage--assuming the "moderate" rate scenario.
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9. Rates and Revenues (Low Rate Scenario)

Table 13 Column 3 illustrates projected revenues assuming current
rates of $3.00/space and weekdays and $4.00/space on weekends. The
revenue projections assume rate increases 6.5 percent per year--which
is equal to the projected inflation rate.

10. Present Value of After Tax Cash Flow (Low Rate Scenario)

As shown in Table 13, the present value of after tax cash flows,
assuming the Low Rate Scenario, is calculated using the same method-
ology as described above for the "Moderate Rate" scenario. Column 15
shows that the net present value of the investment under the Low Rate
Scenario is a negative $1,10 million. This suggests that a grant
equivalent to this amount would need to be paid under a Low Rate
scenario in order to attract private investment.

C. Findings

From the public development perspective, it is concluded that even
with "moderate" daily parking rates equal to $5.00/space on weekdays
at $7.00/space on weekends at a public garage built at the Ashworth
lot, funds generated from garage parking revenues, alone, would not be
sufficient to cover capital and operating costs until eleven years
after initial operatiom. In the first year of operation there would
be a deficit of approximately $271,000. These conclusions are based on
the assumption that parking rates and 0O&M costs would increase 6.5
percent per year, approximately at the anticipated rate of inflation.

Assuming rates at all other lots are $3.00 on weekdays and $5.00 on
weekends, there would, however, be approximately $320,000 net parking
revenue in the first year from all non-garage related municipal
parking lots. This would be sufficient to cover all deficits at the
Ashworth parking garage over the first eleven years. This estimate is
based on the assumption that there is a modest 3 percent growth in
weekday parking attendance for the next ten years. Combining the
$271,000 parking garage deficit with the $320,000 net parking revenue
from other parking operations, there would be a surplus in year 1 of
approximately $49,000.

If rates at the parking garage and at all other lots remain at 1984
levels (i.e., $3.00/space on weekdays and $4.00/space weekends) there
would be a first year deficit of approximately $440,000 attributable
to the parking pgarage. Assuming as before revenues and 0&M costs
increase 6.5 percent per year, it would take 20 years for parking
garage revenues to cover capital and O&M costs. In the first year,
net base revenues, from other lots of approximately $280,000 would not
cover the $440,000 parking garage deficit. Therefore, other munici-
pal, non-parking related revenues would be required to cover the
parking garage deficit for five years if initial parking rates were
set at the 1980 municipal rate level.
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From the private development perspective, '"moderate" rates of $5.00 on
weekdays and $7.00 on weekends would generate insufficient funds to
cover debt service, O&M costs and required return on equity invest-—
ment. It is estimated that a grant or other incentive equivalent to
approximately $383,000 would be needed in the first year to attract
private investment in a parking garage. If parking rates equivalent
to current Town 1984 levels were charged and parking rates and O&M
costs increased with the annual projected rate of inflation (6.5
percent) it is estimated that a grant or other incentive equivalent to
approximately $1.1 million would be needed to attract private invest-
ment.
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VII. FINDINGS AND IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Findings

Based on recent trends in recreational activity and parking in Hampton
Beach, on recreational trends elsewhere along the coastline of New
Hampshire, Northeastern Massachusetts and Southern Maine, and antic-
ipated continued growth in population. and economic activity in the
region, demand for parking at Hampton Beach will continue to grow at
an estimated rate of one to three percent annually. This growth is
expected to be constrained only by the physical constraints of the
beach, itself, other recreational facilities, parking facilities and
other support infrastructure. The net additional spaces provided by a
two=-level parking garage represent only 10 to 15 percent, depending on
the design, of the total inventory of spaces in the Hampton Beach
Precinct (south of Boar's Head, and exclusive of the lot at the State
Park and miscellaneous spaces at motels and private homes). In light
of the demand for parking, the utilization of the garage during the
summer months is expected to be high.

Based on cost analyses for the preliminary designs of two alternative
parking garage developments, and an assessment of anticipated revenue
flow and potential finance; the two parking garages are financially
feasible under the following circumstances:

° Publicly Developed Garage at the Ashworth Lot ~ This lot is
feasible if the Town of Hampton develops the garage by
establishing an enterprise fund for all parking at Hampton
Beach, This mechanism is allowed under New Hampshire state
law and has been utilized for development of a parking
garage in Keene. Through this mechanism, in the early years
of development when the garage would not be self-supporting,
the town would support the debt and operating costs through
increased daily parking fees ($5.00 per space on weekdays
and $7.00 on weekends at the garage, $3.00 per space on
weekdays, $5.00 on weekends at all other Town lots),
combined with the allocation of a portion of net parking
revenues from the other Town parking lots to offset the
debt. If this "offset" approach were implemented, there
would be a net revenue surplus of $49,000 in year 1, rather
than the roughly $230,000 surplus in 1983. However the
surplus would increase annually and by year 7, surplus
revenues would return to the 1983 levels and by year 11, the
garage would be generating revenues, itself.

° Private Development at the Casino Site - The private devel-
opment will be feasible at the Casino site if an incentive
equivalent to approximately $383,000 is provided to the
developer of the site and if parking rates at all lots are
raised to the "moderate'" levels assumed. Without such an
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equivalent incentive, the parking garage as a stand alone
investment is not viable under current interest rates. In
addition, the parking fees required to generate supporting
revenues will not capture a sufficient share of the "parking
market" if adjacent Town lots provide substantially cheaper
parking. A generally consistent rate structure throughout
Hampton Beach will be particularly important in the context
of weekday parking demand. If the Town does generate
additional revenues through increased parking fees, these
could support an incentive program to a private or qua-
si-private development group for the garage, either in the
form of direct incentives or in the form of financing
assistance.

B. Recommendations

Hampton Beach faces a limitation on parking facilities in the Precinct
to serve the increasing demands of recreational visitors. Due to the
nature of the recreational season that is, extended summer season
only, the parking lot will consistently generate revenues only during
four months of the year, at a maximum. The garage will be feasible
under the circumstances noted above, and for successful implementation
we recommend the Hampton Beach Chamber of Commerce with the support of
the New Hampshire Qffice of State Planning undertake the following
steps.

° The Chamber should work closely with the Hamptom Precinct
and Board of Selectmen to review the findings and as-
sumptions in this analysis and encourage the Selectmen to
initiate three actions:

- establish an enterprise fund for collection and admin=-
istration of all Town parking lots. Whether or not the
garage is developed by the Town at this time, estab-
lishment of an enterprise fund will provide the Town
with flexibility over the longer term to expand
on-grade parking facilities or develop a garage.

- increase parking rates to the "moderate" level of $5.00
daily on weekdays and $7.00 on weekends at a garage,
and $3.00, and $5.00 respectively at other lots. This
increase should be linked to an implementation plan for
improved parking facilities, either publicly or pri-
vately developed.

- establish a capital investment program for the Town to
finalize designs and construction plans for the garage.
A construction schedule should be established providing
for a minimum disruption during peak season.
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If the Town choses not to implement a capital investment
program at its sight at this time, the Chamber and Precinct
should work with the Town to initiate the following:

- monitor interest rates until they decline sufficiently
to reduce the required allocation of other parking
revenues. There is considerable risk here, due to the
fact that interest rates could remain at the assumed
levels over the long term. In addition, if the invest-
ment is delayed, construction costs are also likely to

escalate.
- monitor the status of major lots which are not the full
responsibility of the Town -- namely the Casino Lot

(privately owned) and Church Street Lot (which is only
leased by the Town). If either of these parking lots
is removed from the parking inventory, this will add
considerable disruption to traffic and parking in the
Precinct and the Town might reconsider capital invest-
ment at such time.

In the meantime, the Chamber and Precinct should work
closely with interested private development groups to
consider a feasible private investment program to build the
garage. In order to make the garage fimancially viable for
a private investor, omne of at least two steps will be
required:

- the Chamber and Precinct will have to work with the
Town to provide an appropriate incentive to the devel-
oper equivalent to about $380,000. Under one option,
the Town could provide the developer a full tax abate-
ment for 30 years, after which the up-front investment
shortfall would be only $70,000. The Town could
provide $70,000 in the form of an investment incentive,
funded in the first year by additional revenues provid-
ed by increased Town parking rates. While the Town
would lose control of the garage under this develop-
ment, the Town could sign certain agreements with the
developer providing for the long term availability of
the lot and establishment of equitable rates.

- the developer will undertake the parking garage devel=-
opment as a multi-use facility in combination with
retail or other facilities. In addition, the developer
could consider promoting use of the garage during the
off-season for boat storage or other uses to generate
supplemental revenues.
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